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Summary 
During fieldwork, the Aujdif staff csQculatê l t̂  to. have exceeded the: 
2008 coordinated party expenditureis limit on behialf of a House candidate ($60̂ 000) by 
$35,108. Our review identified two media: ads ($82,400) and two direct mail pieces 
($12,708) that appeared to represent coordinated party expenditures, 

In response to the Interim Audit Report recomniendation, jpECF provided .statements; and 
documents to support its cpntentioh that die e shpuld not be consî  

1̂  excessive cooidinated party expenditures. DEQF submitlted documentationi for the direct 
mail pieces to support it$:Claim that Sufficient vol^ activity occurred, and that the 
expenses qualified for the voltmteer matisFials exeniiptioii and̂  wjere not- coordinated party 

m expenditures . In light of the lack of clarity in recent audits regarding: the amoimt of 
^ Volunteer invdlvement needed tp qualify for the Volunteer materials exemption, the Audit 
^ staff did not count the expenses toward the coordinated party expenditure limit, 
p Regarding the two media ads ($82,400), however, DECF did not demonstrate that it was 
Kl granted additiond spending authority beyond $60,000. As a result, DECF exceeded its 

coordinated party expenditures! limitation by $22̂ 400; ($82,400 - $60,000). 

The Commission approved a finding that DE^F exceeded its. coor4mated pait̂  
expenditure limitation by $22,400. In reaching its conclusion, the Cominission noted 
that, based on the reports; filed by the I>iemocratic Clqngressi Cisiindidate: Cpmimttee 
(DCCC), the combined: Goordinated expenditure limit of $84,200 was not exceeded on 
behalf of the House candidate. 

Legal Standard 
A. Coordinaied Party Expenditures; National party committees; and; state party 
committees are permitted to purchase goods and services on behalf of candidates in the 
general election--over and above the bontributions-that are subject tO\GiontribUtion: limits. 
Such purchases are termed: "coordinated party e3Cpenditu.f es;'* They are subject to. the 
following rules: 

• The amount spent on "coordinated party expenditures" isi limited by statutory 
formulas that are based on the Cost pf LiViiig Adjustment (COLA) and the voting-
age population. 

• Party committees are permitted to coordinate the spaiding with the candidate 
committees. 

• The parties may make these expenditures only in connection with; the general 
election. 

• The party Gpmmittees:—not the candida:tes-̂ are responsible for reporting these; 
expenditures. 

• If the party committee exceeds the limits on coordinated- parity eT̂ penditures,, the 
excess amount is considered an in-kind:contribution, subject: to the contribution 
limits. 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) and 11 CFR §§109.30 and 109.32. 



B. Assignment of Cpordihatê ^ A political, jparty nray 
assign its avLthonty to makeicoordinated party expenditures to â̂ ^ party 
conimitteê  Such an assignment must be madib in writings state: the |unount of the 
authority assigned̂  and be received by the assi^ee before any opordin̂ t̂ed' party 
expenditure is made pursuant to tiie assignment, The ppiiticai party committee that iis 
assigned authority to miake cpprdinated party expendit̂ ^ the written 
assignment for at least three yearŝ  11 CFR §§104.14 and 109.33(̂ 3 and (c). 

C- VQlunteer Activity, The payment by a state committee of a political party of the costs 
of caiiipaign materials (such as pinsy bumper stickers, haildbills, brochures, ppisteis, party 
tabloids or newsletters, and yard signs):î ed by such comm with 

0 volunteer activities: on behalf of any nommee(§) of sucih party is not â  contributip% 
^ provided that the following condî îons: are met: 

^ L Such payment is not for cost incurred- in connection with' any broad&asting, 
^ newspaper, magazinej bill board, direct ma;il, or similar type of general public 
^ communication or political advertising. The term direct mail means any mailihg(s) by a 
Q commercial vendor or any ntailing(s): niade frppi commercial lists. 

2. The portion of the cost of such materials allocable to= Federal candidates must be paid 
from contributions subject to ttie limitations and piphibitions of t̂ ^ 
3. Such payment is not made from contributions designated by the: donor to be spent on 
behalf of a particular candidate, fbr federal officê  
4. Such materials are distributed by "Volunteers and not by commercietl or foirproftt 
pperatipns. 
5. if made by a ppiiticai committee such, payments shaU be reported by the political 
committee as a disbursement in accordance with: I I CFR §10i!i)̂ ,3:but:need̂  n̂^̂^ 
allocated to specific candidates in conunittee reports. 
6. The exemptioti is not applicable to campaiiĝ  materials purchased by the national party 
comniittees. 11 CFR §100.87 (a), (b), (c), i:d)i^ ai^ (g)and;il CER5l^0.147 (ia),^ 
(0,(d),(e).and(g). 

Facts and Analysis 

A. Facts 
The coordinated e;̂ penditure limit for the 2008 election cycle for a U.S. House of 
Representatives candidate in the state pf Floridâ  was $42,100. DECF prpyided 
documentation from the DCCC showing that it authorized DECF to spend $17,9()0 of its 
limit on behalf of Annette Taddeo, a candidate for the U.S. Hpuse, of Representatives, 
Therefore, DECF's coordinated: spending limit for this candidate was $60,000. 

The Audit staff identified four di$bwsements» totaling. $95̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ ph behalf of Annette 
Taddeo. Two disbursements. ($82;4dQ): wer̂  fpr media ads..: The remaining: twp 
disbursements ($12,708) were for direct maiipieces> t̂ ECF disGlosed the cpst ô^ one ad 
and both mail pieces as federal election activi^ on Line ,30b of itS: disclose 
The cost of the remaining ad was: disclosed as an operating expenditure on Line 21b. 



One ofthe two ads discussed the candidate's position on health care. The other ad 
diiscussed the opponent's voting record on health care and taxes. The. disclaimer fpr each 
ad stated, "Paid for by the Florida DeniOcraticPiEuty and Taddep fpr Congrpsŝ  Approved; 
by Annette Taddeo." 

Regarding the direct mail pieces, a, vaidor located in, Virgi and; mailed the 
two direct mail pieces (bne in English, the other in Spanish), The file for this vendor 
included an email communication fii:om a vendor representative to a representative: of 
DECF requesting approval of the direct mail piece. The vendor also copied the Taddeo 
campaign on the email. 

N B. Interiin Audit Report & Audit Division Re(|»)mmendation 
^ At the exit conference, the Audit sta0 provided DECF represehtatiyes with a schedule of 

the apparentexcessive coordinated expenditureŝ  In response, DECF istated its belief that 
Nl it was authorized to spoEid aii additional $̂ 2,400' because tiie DCCC had reported 
^ spending only $1,754 in coordinated camipaijĝ  expenditures on behalf of candidate 
^ Taddeo., DECF also stated̂  tiiat tiie combined tot̂  spent oii Taddep: was less than the 
Q $84,200 available-. DlCF contends that the Ip̂^ and DECF coordinated to â ieye; 
m this and tiiat the remaininig autiiority would, have been transferred to DECF. DEClF also 

stated tiiat tiie Taddeo mail pieces represented exempt activity. 

The Interim Audit Report tecommCnded tiiat DECF demonstrate that it did not exceed its 
coordinated spending limit by providing evidence that; 

• It received additional spending authority from the PCCC prior to spendmg in 
excess of its $60,000 limitation;: and 

• There was volunteer mvolvement: with respect, to tiie direct mail pieces;. 

Absent such evidence, the Interim Audit Repprt recommended that DECF obtsain a refund-
of $35,108 ($95,108 - $60,000) from Tatddeb for Coiigress and provide evidence of tiie 
refund received. 

C. Committee Response to Interim Audit Report 
]n response to tiie Interim Audit Report,. DEOF stated that tiie audit report correctly stateis 
tiiat DECF reported coordinated expenditures of :$ 9 S ,108 on behalf of Annette Taddeo .̂  
DECF acknowledged: tiiat DECF pid for two media ads,: totaling $82;4D0, on behalf of 
the: candidate: arid that prior to maiking: these expenditures; the DCCC assigned $17,900 of 
its coordinated: expenditure limit to DECF. PECF also submitti&d a letter, dated 
September 22,2011, from the DCCC to explain tiie coordinated expenditure authority. 
The letter stated, "[tjhe DCCC's current records show a transfer (oQ $17,900 in 
coordinated expenditure authority in connection with this election to the Florida 
Democratic Party on October 29,2008. While we can locate no: further records of otiier 
transfers of authority to your conimittee in coimectipn with this election, we did support 

I DEO' had a coordinateid expenditure spending; limt of the National Party Committee also 
had a coordinated expenditure spending limit of $42,100. 

^ Disclosure reports subject to ttiis audit did not,disdose any coordĥ ted expenditureŝ  fo^ Annette Taddeo. 
(See Finding 2.) 



Ms. Taddeo-s candidacy ~ both before and after the date of the above transfer -r and we 
know of no reason why any requested or needed transfer of autiiority would have been 
withheld at tiie time." 

Regarding the two mail pieces, DECF stated tiiat tiie mail pieces were actually prepared 
witii substantial volunteer partiiDipation and, tiierefbre, met the voltmteer materials 
exemptiion and should not be considered. DECF atsp 
provided a, copy of a photo that it believed demonstrait̂  volunt̂  particiipation. Ih light 
of the lack of darity in recent audits regarding, t|b[e amount of volunteer involyement 
needed to qualify for the volunteer mt̂ î s exemptipĥ  the Audit staff did not count tiie 
expenses toward the coordinated, party expenditure limit 

CO 
Ln In response to the Ititerim Audit Report,: neither DECF nor the DCCC could locate a 
09 record authorizing additipiuil spending authorityv As noted in the legsd standards above, 
^ 11 CFR §109.33:(a) requires that an assignment must be made in writings state tile amount 

of tiie autiiority assign̂ , and be received by the assignee: before :any coordinated party 
^ expenditure is made pursuant to tiie assignment.; In. similar cases,: the Cbinniission hais 
^ rejected Msignments of speeding autiiority after the fact.̂ ' Absent evidence Of additional 
® spending autiiority from tiie DCCJG, DECFS cpordiftated spending: liiftit was $60>000 

and DECF exceeded its coordinated expenditure liinitation by $2M^ ($82,400 [media 
ad expenditures] - $60,000 [DECK'S coordinated spending limit]). 

D. Draft Final Audit Report 
In tiie Draft Final Audit Report, tiie Audit Staff noted tiiat DECF had not demonstrated, in 
writing, that it, was granted additipnail spending autiiority beyoiid $60,000. As a result, 
the Audit staff concluded tiiat DECF Acceded its coprdinaited party expenditure 
limitation % $̂ 2,400 ($82,̂ 0 - $6O,O0O). 

E. Conimittee Response to (lie Draft Final Au 
DECF contended tiiat the Final. Audit Report should note tiiat tiie combmed coordinated 
expenditure limit of $84;2O0 was not exceeded fpr Annette Taiddeo, DECF fiirther added 
tiiat "although tiiere may have been a paperwork error with;respect to tiie transfer of this 
unused authority, tiie authority held by tiie DCCe was in fact, unus!̂ . Therefore, as a 
practical matter, the combined 441a(d), in total, had not been exceeded and thusi no 
unfair advantage had been conferred upon tiie DECF or the Taddeo campaign." 

Commission Conclusion 
On June 7,2012, the Commission considered tiiC: Audit Piyision Recomnieild̂ tipn 
Memorandum in which the Audit staff recommended ;the-ConmiissiÔ ^̂  that DECF 
exceeded its coordinated party expenditure limitation'by $22»400. 

The Coinmission approved tiie Audit staff s recommendation̂  In reaching its conclusion, 
the Commission noted tiiat, based on tiie reports filed by the Democratic Congressional 

^ Final Audit Report on Missouri Efemocratic State Conmuttee; :MUR Final Audit Report on the 
Califomia Republican State Committee, :MUR S246. 



Candidate Committee, the combined cpordinated expenditi«:e lunit of $84,200 was not 
exceeded on behalf of the House candiidate. 

Finding % Failuxe to Itemize Coordinated Party 
E^qien^il^^ 

During fieldwork, the Audit staff identified 64 expenditures, totaling $207,665̂  which 
DECF did not itemize on. Schedule F (Itemized Coordinated Piairty Expenditures). DECF 
made the expenditures on behalf of six conjgressional candidates. Subsequent tP tiiC: start 
of audit fieldwork, DECF filed amended reports tiiat :substantially disclosed tiie 
expenditures in question as cPprdihated party e;cpenditures on $chedule F. 

CO 
^ In response to tiie Interim: Audit Report reGQmmend:â^̂^̂  DECF made no: addiljiional 
[JJ comments on; this matteii. DECF has:corrected flie public record witii respecttp tiiese 
^ transactions. 

0 The Commiission approved a Hnduig that DECF fsdled to 
^ expenditures of $194,957. 

Legal Standard 
Reporting Coordinated Party Expenditureŝ  Each political committee shall repprt: the 
f^ll liame of receives ,any ̂ exjphditurê Ŝ̂ ^ the reporting committee: 
djiirhig -tĥ 'rieiî Mng:̂  iii conngcypni^^ under 11 CFR Part, 109,-
^ilb|faji]3'..i(|^^ land purpose of any m<^: 
ebcjp̂ nditiĵ  aŝ jytf̂  î ^̂  tiie candidate on whose behalf 
thê expen&urê Wm^ l;i:BiJt ip4i.1?;(!̂ C^̂  

Facts and Analysis 

A. Facts 
The Audit staff identified 64 expenditiires,: totaling $207,66i3̂  that DECF did npt itemize' . 
on Schedule; F as cpprdinated; party expenditures. The expenditures were made on behalf 
of six congressional candidates and: included:payments for staff salaries,, direct mail, cell 
phpnes and media ads. Subsequent to the start Of audit fieldwork̂  DECF filed Miehded 
reports tiiat substantially disclosed the expenditures in question as coordihieited. party 
expenditures on Schedille F. 

B. Interim Audit Report & Audit Division; Recommeudation 
This matter was presented at the exit conference. In responsê  DECF stated that it believes 
two of tiie disbursements, totaling $12,708, were volunteer mailings (Taddeo mail pieces 
discussed in Findmg 1) and thiis would not need to^be rî orted on Sdiedule F. The Interim 
Audit Report recommendied that IDECF provide any additional information, or comiiientê  
considered relevant to this matter. 



C. Committee Response to Intent Audit Report 
In responsê  DECF did nojt have any iadditionai comments on this matter̂  As explained in 
Finding 1, there is a lade of clarity :regarding tiie amount of volunteer involvement 
needed to qua;lify for the volunteer materiiaLls exemption. Ais a result, expenses for two 
direct mail pieces totaling $12,708 were not classified as coordinated party expenditures. 
Therefor̂ , ;the amount of expenditures not: previously iteniized on î chedule iF is $194,957 
($207,665 - $12,708), DECF has corrected tiie public record with respect to these 
transactions. 

D. Draft Final Audit Report 
In tiie Draft Final Audit Report, the Audit staff acknowledged tiiat DECF has corrected 

Q tiie public record with respect to tiie transactions identified. DECF's response to the 
0 Draft Final Audit Report did not address this matter. 
40 

in Commission Conclusion 
On June 7,2012̂  the Commission considered: tiie Audit Division Recommendation 

^ Memorandum in which the Audit staff recommended tiie Comniission find thatDECF 
p did not itemize; coordinated party exjpendituires Of $194,957 oh Schedule F; 
W\ 

H! The Commission approved the Audit staff s recommendation. 

Sutnmary 

During audit fieldwork, the Audit staff calculated tiiat disbursement entrieŝ  totaling 
$9,554,713, contained inadequate or incorrect disclosure informatioii. In response to the 
Interim Audit Report recommendation, DECF filed̂ amen̂ ded rq}Qrts that materially 
conected the disclosure errors. 
The Conuiiission approved IEI finding tiiat DECF did nOt-piraperiy disclose disbursement 
of $9,554,713. 
Legal Standard 
A. Reporting Operating Expenditures. When operating expenditures to tiie same 
person exceed $200 in a calendar year, the committee must report tiie: 

• amount; 
• date when the expenditures were made; 
• name and address of the payee; and 
• purpose (a brief description of v/hy the disbursement was niade—$ee belpw). 

2 US.C. 5434(b)(5KA);and 11 CFR §104;3(b)(3)(i). 
B. Examples of .Purpose. Adequate Descriptionŝ  Exanlples of adequate desGriptions 
of "purpose" ihclude tiie following: dinner eâ pehses, media, salary, polling, traivel, 'party 
fees, phone banks, traiVel expenses, travel expense reimbursemeht, catering costs; loan 
repayment, or contribution refand. :U CFR §104 J|Jl5)(^)(i)^^ 



Inadequate Descriptions, The fbllpwing: (Jescriptions, do not meet the requirement for 
reporting ••purpose": advance, electionTday expenses, otiier expenses, expense 
reimbursement, miscellaneous, outside services; get-outrthe-voto, and voter registration. 
11 CFR § 104,3(b)(3)(i)(B) and Commission Policy Statement at 
www.fec;gov/law/policy/piurpQseofdisbursement/iriadeq 

Pacts and Ancdjrsis 

A, Facts 
The reported purpose of the disbursement, when considered with the identity of tile 
disbursement recipient, must clearly specify why tlie disbursement: was made. The Audit 

^ staff reviewed disbursements: itemized- by DECF for proper disclosure oh: both a sample 
and 100 percent: basis. These reviews resulted: in errors totaling $9v554,713; This amount 

00 comprises projected errors totaling $1,708„395 from the sample review and $7,84̂ ,31:8 in 
^ errors from the separate review conducted on a 100 percent basisĴ  The disclpsure errors 

identified, in each review were similar. 
<^ 

From the 100 jpercent review, more tiian $7,300,000 of tiie disclosure errors was for 
^ campaign materials that, for the most part, (1) described tbeii'̂ Senator Obama' si position 
^ on issues, (2): compared tiien-Senatpr Qbama and Senator McCaihfs position on issues or 

(3) were for get-out̂ -tiie-vote telephone calls authorized̂ by Qbama for America. The 
majority of errors in the review were for inadequate or uicorrect purposes disclpsed. 

Examples of incorrect puiposes included the following: 
• Three mail pieces tiiat described Senator McCain's ppsitipn on an issue w ^ 

disclosedas eitiier "Absentee/Early VoteM[ail" or "Direct Maii/Early ¥pte.'' The 
mail pieces did not discuss obt̂ eiihtng an absentee ballot or voting early. 

• A mail piece that stated vote Obama and provided: polling ipcatipns, votiiig aiid 
ride information was; disclosed as "(generic Literature;" 

Examples of inadequate purposes included the following: 
• Payments for automated phone batiks by or on behalf of then-Senator Obama tiiat 

asked for your vote or provided information on polling locations were; disclosed 
as *Telephone Calls" or "Generic Telephone Calls." 

• Payments for mail pieces that described tiieurSenator Obama* s position on issues. 
Senator McCain's position Oh issues or the positions of both candidates were 
disclosed as Literature, Generic Mail, or Direct Mail. 

B. Interim Aiidit Report $t Audit Diyision;Recpnunendŝ ^ 
The Audit staff diSGUssed, this matter at the exit conference. In response, DECF 
representatives stated tiiey would review this issue< The Interim:, Audit Report 
recommended tiiat DECF amend: its reports to correct the disclosure qttprs. 

* The error amount was projeicted using a:M6netary Unit Sample with a 95 percent coniRdenee leyd plus 
the results of a 100 percent review of items not in the:saixiple.:p.opulation.. The sample estimate coiild be 
as low as $1,350;377 or as high as $2,066,413. 



C. Committee Response to Interim Audit Report 
In response, DECF filed amended reports tiiatmaterialiy corrected ̂ e inadequate and/or 
incorrect disclosure information. 

D. Draft Final AuditReport 
In tiie Draft: Final Audit RepOrt, tiie Audit staff acknowledged tiiat DECF had amehded 
its reports to materially correct the inadequate ahd/pr incpitect disClpsure information. 
DECF' S response tp the Draft Final Audit :Report did not address this rnatter̂  

Gommlission CondusibH 
On :June 7,2012> the Commission considered the Audit Division Recommendation 

rsi Memorandum in which tiie Audit staff recommended the Commission find tiuit DECF 
0 did not properly disclose disbursements totaling $9i554;713. 
ST 
lfl The Commission approved tiie Audit staffs recpmmendatipn. 
Wi 

0 
Wl 



Receipt of Contribution that Exceeds tite Liiniit 

Legal standard 
A. Party Committee Limits. A party committee may not receive more than a total of 
$10,000 per year from any one contributor. 2U.S.C. S441a(a)(l)(D) and (f); IIGER 
§110.1(c)(5> 

B. Hsundiing Contributions That Appear Excessive.. If a committee receives a 
contribution that appears to ibe expesisive, the comniittee must eithei:; 

• Return the questipnalble ciieck to the donor; or 
• Deposit the; check into its federal, account and: 

^ 0 Keep enough money in the accouhtfto cover all ipotehtial refunds; 
CO o Keep a written record explaining Why the 'pohtriibution may be illegal; 
^ o Ihciude this explanation on :Schedule A if the contribution l^s to be 
^ itemized before its legality is established;: 
q|. o Seek a reattribution of the excessive portion, following tiie lî tnictions 
«T provided in Commission iegulatiohs; :andj 
0 0 If the committee does not receive a proper reattribution within 60 days 
^ after receiving the excessive cohtfibutibn, refund the excessive portion to 

tiie (tonor, i l CFR §:§I03J(hX3).and (5) ?uid lmi(k)0)(ti)(B). 

Facts and Analysis 
DECF received a $50*000 contiribution from Gerald T. Vento on September 24* 2008. Of 
this amount, $20*000 was deposited directiy into DECF* s federal account rand $30,000 
was deposited directly into its noh-federal accduht. On April 22,2009* DECF refunded 
$10,000 to the contributor. The refund was not timely as it occurred 210 days after tiie 
contribution was deposited. It shouldbe noted that bj@d at all times, 
sufficient funds to make the necessary refund. 

The matter was discussed at tiie exit conference; In response, DECF stated it received a 
$20,000 contribution from tiiC contributor. The deposit was structured sO that $10;000 
was to be deposited into tiie DECF's federal account and $10,000 ihtb its hon̂ federal 
account. DECF further stated tiiat tiie deposit wasirecorded as such in the accountb̂ ^̂  
software and reported. However* the entire amount was inadvertently deposited into tiie 
federal account. Upon discovermg the discrcfpahcy, DECF refunded $10*000 to the 
Contributor. 

DECF appears to have misrepresented tiiis transaction. The Audit staff has a copy of the 
contributor's ciheck ($50,000) and copies oit deposit tickets for bptii :the :federal iind nPnr 
federal accounts. Further, DECF's: electronic files and disclosure reports both indicate 
that tiie cohttibutor made a $20,000 contribution. The Audit staff stands by its 
representation of the facts. 


